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When  reviewers  condescend  to  make  their  articles  (which  receive 
weight  from  the  character  of  the  journal  in  which  they  are  pub¬ 
lished),  a  vehicle  for  low,  malignant,  personal  abuse,  aimed  at  any 
one  whom  they  may  wish  to  injure — stabbing  in  the  dark,  or 
stinging  like  the  viper  in  the  grass — instead  of  fairly  and  honestly 
examining  the  publications  entrusted  to  them  to  criticise,  the 
medical  public  will,  I  think,  bear  me  out  in  stating,  that  an  author 
(so  treated)  is  fully  authorized  in  exposing  the  mischievous  spirit, 
the  falsehood,  and  the  trickery  of  which  his  reviewer  has  been 
[guilty.  Having  (as  I  trust  I  shall  be  able  to  show),  just  reason  to 
j  complain  of  the  scurrilous  and  ungentlemanly  attack  made  on  me 
by  the  reviewer  in  Dr.  Forbes’  Journal,*  for  January,  1845,  I  take 
this  plan,  the  only  one  an  author  can  adopt,  to  expose  the  untruth 
of  his  insolent  insinuations,  and  the  wilful  mistatements  and  per¬ 
versions  which  abound  in  every  page. 

The  temper  of  the  reviewer  may  be  gathered  even  from  the 
opening  passage.  “  Dr.  Hocken  has  been  for  some  time  known  to 
those  whose  avocations  require  them  to  watch  the  proceedings  of 
literary  persons,  as  an  individual  of  unquiet  temperament,  prone 
to  write  de  omnibus  rebus.  The  character  cannot  be  said  to  con¬ 
ciliate  readers  of  any  description,  when  taking  up  a  new  specimen 
of  Dr.  Hocken^s  pamphleteering  faculty.  Even  the  mildest  man¬ 
nered  critic  feels  disposed  to  look  askance  at  each  additional  produc¬ 
tion  of  a  man,  who,  as  far  as  his  writings  justify  an  opinion,  does 
not  certainly  rise  above  the  average  of  his  compeers  in  mental 
qualifications,  and  yet  presumes  to  put  himself  perpetually  forward 
as  a  teacher  and  guide  in  matters  of  science  and  practice.” — p.  147. 
We  have  some  clue  to  this  uncalled  for  and  personal  attack,  in  a 
transaction  which  took  place  some  three  years  back.  We  had  then 
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to  complain  of  a  flagrant  untruth,  which  appeared  in  the  British 
and  Foreign  Review,  in  criticising  an  Essay  of  the  Author’s  on 
Hysterical  Amaurosis,  to  the  effect  that  the  subject  had  been  more 
fully  and  ably  described  by  almost  every  writer  on  Hysteria.  We 
then  received  a  note,  in  reply  from  the  editor,  couched  in  the  most 
vindictive  and  personal  language,  referring  us  to  Cooper’s  Surgical 
Dictionary  for  a  proof  of  the  statement.  Fancy,  reader,  the  full 
and  able  description  of  the  disease,  which  justified  so  sweeping  a 
statement — ‘‘  One  not  unfrequent  cause  of  amaurosis  is  hysteria 
and  hypocondriasis,  with  which  must  be  mentioned  disease  of  one 
or  more  of  the  abdominal  viscera,  especially  the  liver.” — Beer, 
Lehre,  Ac.,  b.  ii,  p.p.  444,  446. — Cooper’s  Surgical  Dictionary, 
p.  21,  edi.  7th. 

For  some  time  past  the  covers  of  the  periodical  press  have 
literally  groaned  beneath  the  self-congratulations  of  the  British 
and  Foreign  editor. — He  does  not  hesitate  to  avow  his  conviction, 
that  the  eighteen  volumes  of  the  review,  now  before  the  public, 
contain  a  greater  amount  of  important  information  in  all  depart¬ 
ments  of  medical  science,  more  of  novel  yet  sound  practical 
instruction,  and  more  of  just  and  enlightened  criticism  than  are  to 
he  found  in  any  similar  work  of  the  same  extent.”  In  proof  of 
this  he  refers  us  to  America,  where,  on  landing,  we  observe  certain 
pamphlets  from  one  Dr.  Paine,  which  speak  highly  in  favor  of 
the  purity  and  “  sincere  desire  to  ascertain  the  truth  on  all  sub¬ 
jects”  of  the  said  editor  and  his  review.  Perhaps  he  has  entirely 
forgotten  (but  we  will  endeavour  to  refresh  his  memory)  that  Dr. 
Martin  Paine  most  clearly  and  satisfactorily  proved  that  the  Review 
of  his  “  Commentaries,”  besides  being  most  illiberal  and  unjust, 
was  an  unblushing  plagarism — a  dishonest  and  impudent  theft ; — 
and  this  too  in  the  immaculate  pages  of  the  British  a7id  Foreign 
Medical  Review.  Honest  men  felt  shame  for  the  editor  of  a  British 
journal  thus  convicted,  and  public  opinion  demanded  the  name^ 
of  a  writer,  who  had  added  imperishable  lustre  to  a  work  of  suchl 
surpassing  merit  and  faultless  truth.  Alas  !  ‘‘  all  is  not  gold  that 
glitters.”  Some  of  the  writers  of  its  articles  are  men  of  straw ! 
when  sought  for,  they  have  gone  to  Australia  !  !  All  this  too 
comes  out — notin  an  open  and  honest  manner,  with  manly  indigna¬ 
tion — but  with  the  underhanded  sneaking  attempt  of  guilt  to  bribe 
Dr.  Paine  to  silence,  by  privately  flattering  him,  and  offering  him 
the  office  of  reviewer  for  the  very  journal  which  had  just  before 
attempted,  in  the  most  dishonest  manner,  to  rob  him  of  his  due 
meed  of  praise. 

This  is,  as  far  as  I  know,  the  only  case  in  which  the  name  of  a 
writer  in  the  journal  (which  is  such  a  source  of  “  high  gratification 
to  the  editor,”)  has  been  demanded,  and  as  might  have  been 
anticipated  from  the  nature  of  the  review,  he  was  in  Australia. 
We  would  ask  the  editor,  was  it  as  a  convicted  felon?  If,  in  the 
only  enquiry  which  has  been  instituted,  the  reviewer  has  been 
found  dishonest,  in  how  many  undiscovered  instances  may  the  same 
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fact  have  occurred  ?  and  who  could,  subsequently,  place  any  faith 
in  the  honour  of  an  editor,  who  has  been  proved  to  be  deficient  in 
this  most  necessary  constituent  of  honest  minds  ?  We  would  also 
ask  the  sun  and  centre  (according  to  his  own  account)  of  the 
medical  literary  system,  whether  (as  the  author  “would,  in  all 
likelihood,  be  an  excellent  person  to  find  a  needle  in  a  bundle  of 
straw f)  his  reviewer  is  also  a  man  of  straw  ?  whether  he  has  yet 
paid  a  visit  to  Australia  ?  or  has  not  richly  deserved  to  visit  it  long 
ere  this  ?  Can  he  also  inform  us  whether  our  reviewer  was  born 
to  greatness  ?  or  strutting  in  the  borrowed  plumes  of  more  deser¬ 
ving  individuals,  has  had  greatness  thurst  upon  him. 

Is  consumption  curable  ?  “  Vv^e,”  says  the  reviewer  (viz.. 

Me  ssrs.  Forbes  and  Co.),  “are  far  from  saying  that  it  is  not  so;’’ 
but  “we  have  ever  been  most  anxious  to  keep  inquirers  in  the 
right  path” — not  of  course,  if  possible,  to  prolong  the  darkness- 
and  ignorance  of  superstitious  scepticism,  nor  to  monopolize  the 
fees  and  consciences  of  phthisical  patients;  from  such  designs  the 
immaculate  reviewer  is  of  courseiree.  What,  then,  are  w’e  to  learn 
from  this  bombastic  flourish  ?  This,  namely — that  any  plan  of 
treatment,  which  does  not  originate  with  Forbes  and  Co.,  (whether 
true  or  false)  shall  be  written  down,  denounced,  and  the  author 
(no  matter  how  honestly  he  may  act  or  write)  be  stigmatized  as  a 
quack,  or  branded  as  an  impostor.  Every  honest  reviewer  will 
echo  the  sentiment,  and  perceive  the  drift  of  the  following  passage 
from  a  review  in  the  Provincial  Medical  and  Surgical  Journal, 
December  '23rd,  1843,^,  233. — “  We  do  not  belong  to  that  class  of 
critics  amongst  whom  an  eager  and  indecent  haste  to  condemn 
everything  novel,  which  does  not  originate  with  themselves,  seems  to 
pass  current  as  the  pink  of  critical  acumen.” 

The  author’s  “  Practical  Enquiry  ”  was  written  solely  for  the 
profession,  with  the  hope  of  inducing  educated  men  to  give  the 
Medicinal  Naphtha  a  fair  trial,  and  not  allow  dust  to  be  thrown  in 
their  eyes  by  the  obstinacy  and  avarice  of  malicious  and  preju¬ 
diced  reviewers.  He  defies  an  honest  man  to  detect  any  passage 
which  might  give  the  slightest  colouring  to  the  unjustifiable  and 
malignant  personal  attack  of  the  British  and  Foreign  reviewer. 
He  has  never  in  any  of  his  writings  (which  he  owns  are  numerous) 
written  for  the  public,  nor  made  any  undue  or  unjustifiable  use  of 
means  to  spread  his  name.  He  has  never  advertised  or  puffed 
himself  improperly,  nor  attempted  to  take  to  himself  the  credit  and 
glory  of  others’  labours,  (as  some  have  done)  w'ho  themselves  have 
never  been  guilty  of  a  single  original  idea,  nor  added  one  line  of 
the  least  practical  vmiue  to  medicine ;  although  “  prone  to  write  ” 
not  only  “  de  omnibus  rebus,”  but  also  “  de  omnibus  rebus  et 
quibus-dam  aliis.” 

It  will  be  obvious  to  any  one  that  he  who  writes  an  Essay  for 
the  use  of  the  medical  profession,  which  fully  explains  every 
particular,  and  is  opposed  to  every  prejudice  and  evil  passion  of 
those  whose  interests  are  concerned),  so  that  any,  who  have  the 
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honesty  to  try  the  remedy  before  they  condemn  it,  can  employ  it 
without  the  advice  or  assistance  of  the  author,  is  not  likely  to 
benefit  self,  but  is  certain  to  draw  down  the  venom  and  torrent  of 
abuse  of  the  evil  disposed.  Impressed  with  these  considerations 
the  author  prefaced  his  Essay  with  the  assertion  that  he  put  it  forth 
with  a  sincere  desire  to  benefit  others,  and  entirely  without  the 
prospect  or  probability  of  benefitting  self.^^  .  The  reviewer,  with 
surpassing  charity,  and  with  a  “  sincere  desire  to  ascertain  the 
truth  on  all  subjects,  as  far  as  practicable  ”  comments  on  ‘^Dr. 
Hocken’s  disinterestedness  and  abnegation  of  self  on  the  one 
hand,  and  his  divine  charity  and  spirit  of  universal  love  on  the 
other.’’  ‘‘It  might  be  contended  that  there  was  some  similarity 
between  this  exordium  and  the  affectionate  phraseology  wherewith 
Messrs.  Goss  and  Co.  urge  the  claims  of  the  ‘  Silent  Friend,’  the 
‘  iEgis  of  Life,’  &c.” 

As  the  bad  man*  believes  all  bad,  the  thief  all  thieves,  so  the 
reviewer,  who  is  himself  the  cage  of  every  unclean  and  hateful 
thought,  believes  all  equally  dishonest  and  covetous  as  himself. 
The  Jamaica  wharfinger  elevated  to  the  dignity  of  senator,  voted 
restriations  on  his  former  brethren,  saying,  “  They  are  all  rogues  to 
a  man, — I  was  one  of  them  myself  for  twenty  years  so  the  un¬ 
deserving  critic  who  has  greatness  improperly  thrust  upon  him.  As 
if  he  felt,  to  look  people  in  the  face  he  must  first  prove  himself  no 
worse  than  others — or  rather,  others  no  better  than  himself ;  he 
has  a  malignant  pleasure — a  deep  policy  of  life  or  death  to  him — in 
making  all  as  dishonest  as  himself. — He  has  a  microscopic  eye  for 
resemblances — the  beam  in  his  own  eye  seems  to  sharpen  his  vision 
for  the  motes  in  others ;  and  a  beard  in  the  fairest  palm  that  lady 
ever  delighted  to  show  us,  is  a  less  startling  phenomenon  than  the 
places  in  which  he  detects  empiricism.  Like  bankruptcy  to  the  in¬ 
solvent,  it  is  everywhere.  Such  delight  in  raising  themselves,  (not 
by  their  own  mental  superiority),  but  by  maliciously  slandering  and 
depreciating  their  neighbours,  although  it  is  true  that  they  gener¬ 
ally  defeat  their  own  purpose,  by  the  very  venom  in  which  they 
wallow  being  too  apparent  to  be  overlooked. 

Because  the  author  happens  to  use  the  words,  “the  consumptive 
falling  victims,  as  many  of  them  do,  in  the  very  pride  of  youth  and 
beauty,”  the  reviewer  announces  his  conviction  that  “they  who  will 
it,  may  safely  conclude,  his  doors  are  as  open  to  the  sufferers  as  his 
heart  to  the  sufferings  and  because  the  author  states  his  convic¬ 
tion  that  “  naphtha  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  a  speedy  and  certain 
cure  in  all  forms  and  stages  of  phthisis,”  he  concludes  that  it  “  fur¬ 
nishes  a  valuable  hint  to  Dr.  Hocken’s  future  patients  (we  mean,  of 
course,  his  dispensary  patients)  not  to  lose  confidence  too  soon,  or 
give  up  attendance  so  long  as  they  have  time  [or  money  ?]  to  spend 
in  improving  their  health  and  swallowing  naphtha.”  The  reviewer 
omits  the  conclusion  of  the  passage — “  yet  it  almost  invariably  eflfects 
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the  most  prompt  and  marked  relief  of  the  general  symptoms,  not 
only  in  the  early,  but  in  the  advanced  stages  of  the  complaint.” 
Are  Forbes  &  Co.,  in  fear  that  few  patients  will  hereafter  darken 
their  consulting  rooms,  that  the  most  simple  and  innocent  passages 
are  made  to  bear  the  most  mysterious  and  guilty  meaning  ?  or  is  it 
because  they  have  already  condemned  naphtha  and  its  supporters 
without  proof  of  any  kind,  in  language  fit  only  for  the  spotless  pages 
of  the  British  and  Foreign  Medical  Review,  and  their  ire  lieing 
aroused  by  any  one  “  presuming'*  to  differ  from  them  in  opinion, — 
“  for  if  THEY  have  said  it,  THEY  have  said  it  ?” 

Dr.  Hocken  expatiates  on  the  ‘  delicacy  and  accuracy  in  hear¬ 
ing,’  and  upon  ^  the  taught  and  thoroughly  practised  ear’  required 
for  the  additional  subject  on  which  he  has  chosen  to  enlighten  the 
public.”  The  reviewer  is  either  uttering,  in  this  passage,  a  pre¬ 
meditated  falsehood,  or  he  is  ignorant  of  the  meaning  of  the  word 
“expatiate.’  As  nothing  but  truth  could  by  any  means  find  its 
way  into  a  journal  so  desirous  of  its  investigation,  we  are  compelled 
to  adopt  the  latter  conclusion,  and  to  enlighten  the  ignorance  of  the 
reviewer  by  a  quotation  from  Dr.  Johnson’s  Dictionary, — “  Expa¬ 
tiate,  v.  n,,  to  enlarge  upon  ^  range  at  large.”  The  passage  in  the 
author’s  preface  standing  thus :  “  In  apology  for  writing  on  a  sub¬ 
ject  which  requires  both  a  natural  delicacy  and  accuracy  in  hearing 
and  appreciating  sounds,  as  well  as  a  taught  and  thoroughly  prac¬ 
tised  ear  to  enterpret  these  sounds it  will  be  obvious  that  the 
author  has  neither  -  enlarged  upon,  nor  wandered  far  ipto  the  wide 
field  thus  thrown  open  to  him. 

We  very  much  doubt  if  the  reviewer  be  capable  of  distinguish¬ 
ing  between  coal-tar  naphtha  and  the  hydrate  of  the  oxide  of  methule, 
much  less  of  distinguishing  the  naphtha  ”  from  “  the  other 
naphtha.”  His  remarks  on  that  head  are  therefore  of  peculiar 
value. 

In  kicking  down  some  of  the  mole-hills  which  the  microscopic 
mind  of  the  reviewer  has  magnified  into  mountains,  the  author  would 
state  once  for  all,  that  his  only  object  was  to  give  naphtha  a  fair 
trial,  and  report  facts  he  had  collected,  being  as  desirous  to  give 
unfavourable  as  favourable  results.  Had  all  died  under  the  treat¬ 
ment,  he  would  as  candidly  have  confessed  it  as  he  has  now  done  in 
stating  his  belief  of  its  value.  The  conclusion  of  the  reviewer  that 
“  the  result  of  Dr.  Hocken’s  treatment  actually  falls  below  the 
average,”  is  only  a  proof  (of  the  vanity  and  folly?)  of  his  reasoning 
powers,  inasmuch  as  the  mortality  occurred  amongst  the  patients 
with  very  adv^anced  disease,  (cases  “  actually  moribund,”  not  being 
“  eschewed,”  as  the  reviewer  falsely  asserts),  in  whom  the  author 
expressly  states,  that  naphtha  did  not  effect  anything  more  than  mere 
relief  of  symptoms,— and  the  qustion  is,  not  how  many  died,  but 
how  many  had  the  physical  signs  of  their  disease  greatly  ameliorated 
or  cured,  when,  if  we  mistake  not,  the  odds  would  tell  in  favour  of 
naphtha. 

To  favour  his  charitable  the  reviewer  has  purposely  omitted 
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to  show  that  ths  author  commences  his  Essay  with  some  brief  but 
satisfactory  proofs  that  phthisis  is  not  always  incurable — although 
rarely  cured — either  by  medical  means  or  the  vis  medicatrix  natures ^ 
and  consequently  that  naphtha  was  not  to  be  regarded  as  a  specific, 
but  only  as  the  most  valuable  medicine  that  we  at  present  know. 
Hence,  we  can  conscientiously  assure  our  honourable  reviewer,  that 
we  do  not  feel  at  all  annoyed  by  his  second  proposition, — that  Dr. 
Hocken’s  work  proves  him  to  be  perfectly  incompetent  to  undertake 
the  sound  examination  of  a  question  in  therapeutics.”  His  vitu¬ 
perations  are  the  beat  proofs  of  his  own  character  and  humility. 
When  the  author  publishes  a  complete  work  on  phthisis,  he  will  take 
care  not  to  omit  “  the  natural  course  and  progress  of  the  disease, 
the  proportion  of  persons  it  kills,  and  the  av'^erage  time  in  which  it 
effects  their  destruction but  when  he  merely  publishes  a  clinical 
report  of  twenty-three  cases,  to  showthe  operation  of  a  particular  medi¬ 
cine  with  other  appropriate  treatment  on  the  disease — addressing  his 
Essay  to  those  whom  he  presumed  to  be  already  well  acquainted  with 
these  matters,  and  stating  in  his  preface  that  his  object  is  to  present 
the  reader  “  with  a  certain  number  of  facts,  from  which  he  may 
draw/«s  own  conclusions,”  the  necessity  for  such  a  comparitive  view 
is  at  once  removed,  and  the  only  remaining  dilemma  is  with  the 
reviewer,  whose  ‘‘  sincere  desire  to  ascertain  the  truth,”  reflects 
unbounded  credit  on  the  immaculate  pages  of  ths  journal. 

Our  reviewer,  in  considering  Case  1.,  is  at  a  loss  to  divine  what 
^'hectic  symptoms”  are;  we  shouldhave  expected  this  from  the  learn¬ 
ing  already  displayed.  “  Ten  minims  of  the  liquid”  were  ordered,  he 
goes  on  to  say,  ^'thrice,  daily.”  Fifteen  were  given.  Is  this  careless¬ 
ness,  or  wilful  perversion  of  facts?  Because  the  patient’s  general  health 
was  not  much  improved  on  the  6th  of  April,  he  finds  the  statement 
that — the  dulness  on  percussion  was  sensibly  diminished,  and  the 
murmurs  less  harsh”  “  rather  difficult  to  reconcile,”  simply  because 
his  own  patients  had  never  exhibited  any  improvement  from  the  bi¬ 
goted  and  routine  treatment,  under  which  (poor  wretches),  they  were 
doomed  to  suffer  and  die.  But  “  Dr.  Hocken  seems  to  have  waxed 
doubtful  of  the  influence  of  naphtha,  for  he  now  prescribed  gentian 
and  a  blister  to  the  chest,  &c.,”  although  the  author  has  constantly 
inculcated  from  the  very  commencement  of  his  Essay  (p.  2.)  the  ne¬ 
cessity  in  most  cases  of  combining  naphtha,  “  with  such  other  treat¬ 
ment  as  the  features  of  the  individual  case  may  indicate.  ” 

There  existed  no  physical  signs  or  general  symptoms  of 
disease  on  the  11th  of  May,  yet  the  reviewer  concludes  of  course 
that  the  tuberculous  disease  itself  had  disappeared  is  not  shown,” 
and  to  imagine  that  it  had  for  an  instant,  savors  either  of  imbe¬ 
cility  of  mind,  or  of  impudence  to  a  degree  which  it  is  painful  to 
contemplate.”  Gentle  critic,  share,  I  beseech  you,  this  intolerable 
load  !  Imbecility  of  mind  seems  to  be  your  birth-right,  and  there¬ 
fore  becomes  you  exceedingl}  ;  the  cast  of  your  benign  countenance 
is  full  of  “abnegation  of  self  on  the  one  hand,  and  divine  charity  and 
the  spirit  of  universal  love  on  the  other,”  and  your  words  flow  with 
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n’iOre  tenderiieg?]  than  even  ^‘the  affectionate  phraseology  of  Messrs, 
Goss  &  Co./’  it  will,  therefore,  fit  you  admirably,  even  to  a  degree 
“  which  it  is  painful  to  contemplate.” 

In  Case  2,  the  patient  after  a  month’s  treatment  stated  “himself 
to  be  perfectly  well.”  “  Thou  dost  not  say.  Dr.  Hocken,  that  the 
man  was  well  ?”  The  author  does  say  it,  however,  and  that  even 
unappalled  by  the  long  string  of  Ignatius  Loyolas,  Eugene  Sues, 
Juif  Errants,  &c.,  which  flow  like  oaths  from  the  pen  of  the  learned 
critic.  Shall  we  inform  fathers  and  mothers  of  families  of  these 
‘  cures’  in  a  neat  pamphlet,  (or  in  startling  characters  on  the  back 
of  our  journal),  bearing  our  address  in  prominent  type,  and  tell  them 
how  we  did  it  all  with  ‘  vin.  ipecac.’  and  mutton  chops  ?” — “  As  the 
bad  man  believes  all  bad,  &c.”  “  Unfortunately,”  says  the  reviewer, 
(happy  to  catch  even  at  a  straw,  so  nearly  engulphed  is  he  in  bis 
own  spirit  of  universal  love),  “  energetic  Dr.  ilocken  goes  a  little 
too  far,  or  in  struggling  to  avoid  Charybdis,  founders  on  Scylla.” 
“  The  voice  was  equally  resonant  on  both  sides.”  Now  as  it  is 
well  known,  the  vocal  similarity  on  both  sides  can  only  exist  when 
the  natural  resonance  has  either  risen  above  par  on  the  left  side,  or 
fallen  below  par  on  the  right?”  Doubtless  thy  opinion,  learned 
critic,  is  better  than  that  of  Louis’,  whom  we  shall  quote,  nevertheless, 
— He  says  that,  in  examining  twenty -two  healthy  females,  he  found 
resonance  of  the  voice  more  marked  on  the  left  side  beneath  the 
clavicle  in  one  instance  than  on  the  right — posteriorly  alike  on  both 
sides.  Louis  also  states*  that,  “  just  as  the  character  of  the  respira¬ 
tory  murmur  is  not  always  the  same  at  the  apices  of  both  lungs  in 
the  natural  state,  so  likewise  does  the  vocal  resonance  vary  in  those 
regions,’’  He  remarks  also,  that  it  is  inferrible  that  increased  re¬ 
sonance  of  the  voice  always  possesses  a  certain  share  of  importance 
on  the  left  side,  more  especially  if  it  he  not  present  on  the  right.” 

In  stating  that  the  voice  was  equally  resonant  6n  both  sides,  we 
merely  stated  a  fact,”  and  allowed  our  readers  to  form  their  own 
conclusions  of  its  meaning, — at  the  same  time  that  we  did  not  con¬ 
sider  this  sign  of  any  importance,  nor  as  any  proof  that  the  disease 
continued. 

Omitting  Cases  3  and  4,  (why  ?)  we  are  brought  by  our  critic  to 
Case  5.  He  states  that,  five  months  after  the  treatment  was  com¬ 
menced,  “  she  was  in  precisely  the  same  state,  if  not  worse,  than  when 
first  seen,  And  yet  in  a  tabular  view  of  the  cases  at  the  end  of  the 
book,  the  ^  Results’  in  this  instance  are  stated  to  have  been,  ‘symp¬ 
toms  much  relieved ;  physical  signs  improved.’  ”  He  (unintentionally, 
of  course)  omits  to  mention  the  author’s  “  remarks,”  which  fully 
explain  his  meaning.  They  are  as  follows  : — “  no  flattening  was  pre>^ 
sent  at  the  end  of  May  in  the  case  of  Sly,  but  having  omitted  to 
continue  her  medicine  from  June  to  September,  her  disease,  which 
had  been  previously  relieved  but  not  cured,  advanced  in  the  interval, 
and  some  decided  flattening  was  present  when  she  again  came  under 
my  care.” 


•  Walshe’s  Trans,  p,  441. 
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The  reviewer’s  comments  on  case  6  in  “plain  English”  prove 
that  he  is  ready  at  any  moment’s  notice  to  swear  black’s  white.  In  case 
7  he  remarks  “But  suppose  the  patient  was  actually  cured  of 
tuberculous  disease,  why  might  not  the  favourable  result  have  been 
produced  by  the  seton,  the  prussic  acid,  the  cupping,  the  opium, 
the  blisters,  or  the  tartar  emetic  ointment,  singly  or  combined !” 
Because  they  have  been  tried  in  ten  thousand  times  ten  thousand 
instances  and  have  never  once  produced  a  like  result.  How  many 
patients  (victims  ?)  has  our  reviewer  seen  cured  by  them  f 

The  reviewer’s  eager  search  after  truth  is  evident  in  his  wilfully 
omitting  the  author’s  remarks  on  this  very  subject,  and  his  honour 
from  the  indirect  falsehood  he  is  guilty  of,  by  implying  that 
he  was  silent  on  the  subject.  The  author  remarks  (p.  59.)  “  In 
some  of  the  cases  it  is  true  that  other  medicines  were  combined  with 
it  (naphtha),  and  part  of  the  benefit  might  (and  perhaps  justly)  be 
attributed  to  them,  and  to  the  counter-irritation  used  at  the  same 
time.  I  have  no  doubt  of  the  value  of  counter-irritation,  of  hydio- 
cyanic  acid,  or  of  opium,  but  still  they  do  not  give  the  same  kind 
and  amount  of  relief  as  the  naphtha  effects.  Enough  proof  also, 
will  be  found  in  the  cases  narrated  of  the  power  of  naphtha,  to 
occasion  the  same  relief  when  employed  alone,”  The  revdewer 
states  that  this  patient  took  “  three  minims  of  acid  hydrocyan,  dilut. 
ter^die,”  willfully  misquoting  from  the  authors  Essay  where  it  is 
stated  she  took  “  one  minim.” 

These  are  the  fancied  “  flaws”  which  the  critic  has  detected  “  in 
the  narrative  of  the  physical  examinations” — “the  very  perfection  of 
the  details  betrajdng  the  manner  in  which  the  whole  effect  was 
produced.”  “  Probably  Dr.  Hocken  imagined  the  alleged  increase 
of  loudness^  of  the  sounds  (of  the  heart)  in  deference  to  systematic 
authors,”  wnen  the  critic  himself  doubts  the  fact,  immediately  before, 
from  the  veiy  circumstance  that  such  was  opposed  to  the  usual  ac¬ 
count  of  books !  The  reviewer  belongs  to  that  happy  class  who 
fancy  that  because  the  details  of  a  case  are  correct,  it  must  be  ideal ;; 
but  if  in  the  slightest  degree  incorrect  (according  to  his  own  pre¬ 
conceived  and  enlightened  views)  it  is  “introduced  to  make  things 
square.” 

In  the  author’s  second  class  of  cases,  our  reviewer  goes  on  to 
say  “but  when  Dr.  Hocken  adds  ‘expiration  being  audible  on 
both  sides,  and  slightly  more  prolonged  than  usual— 
about  one  third  the  length  of  inspiration,  instead  of  about  two  to 
ten,  we  confess  we  have  misgivings  and  the  blight  of  suspicion 
crosses  our  mind.  Had  Dr.  Hocken  made  himself  practically  ac¬ 
quainted  with  the  relative  duration  of  inspiration  to  expiration,  he 
would  have  known  that  Fournet’s  ratio  of  ten  to  two,  was  one  of  the 
errors  into  which  this  accomplished  auscultator  fell :  he  evidently 
supposed  that  ratio  was  generally  admitted,  and  endeavours  to  pro¬ 
duce  the  impression  that  he  had  ascertained  it  himself.”  Supposing 
the  author  were  deceived  as  to  the  general  admission  of  this  ratio, 
what  alteration  does  that  make  in  the  fact  that  the  expiration  was 
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as  one  to  three  ?  or  what  endeavour  is  there  to  prove  that  he  had 
ascertained  the  ratio  himself?  we  gave  the  ratio  in  deference  to  the 
opinion  of  Fournet ;  our  own  examination  leading  us  to  the  con¬ 
clusion  that  it  varied  so  much  in  different  instances  as  to  be  almost 
impossible  to  fix  one;  and  that  Fournet’s  (for  the  right  side)  al¬ 
though  not  absolutely  correct  was  still  the  best. 

The  tabular  view  of  the  cases  was  drawn  up  from  the  author’s 
note-book  before  the  Essay  itself  was  written;  and  as  his  object  was 
to  give  the  truth,  the  whole  truth,  and  nothing  but  the  truth,”  the 
further  particulars  of  the  cases  were  added  up  to  the  day  at  which 
they  were  written  for  the  press,  with  additional  information  in  the 
Appendix”  after  the  sheets  were  printed  off.  If  any  variations 
exist  in  the  tabular  “  results,”  and  in  the  state  of  the  patient  at  the 
latest  date  mentioned,  this  fact  will  account  for  them.  Case  9, 
which  the  reviewer  thinks  most  m  his  favour,  is  in  fact  the  strongest 
proof  of  his  honour,  truth,  and  wisdom — even  to  drivelling.  “  She” 
says  the  critic  “  was  discharged  in  a  worse  general  state  (for  ema¬ 
ciation  was  then  on  the  increase,  and  the  tongue  covered  with 
aphthae)  than  when  first  seen.  Yet  the  ‘results’  are  ‘great  relief  to 
general  symptoms,  and  improvement  of  physical  signs,  with  oc¬ 
casional  relapses !”  He  does  not  add  (from  a  sincere  desire  to  as¬ 
certain  the  truth?)  that  the  case  is  headed — relapse  of  the  symp¬ 
toms  and  occurrence  of  some  laryngeal  desease,”  nor  that  the  author 
states  “the  case  (p.  41.)  of  Cooper  is  still  doubtful,  m7?j[7ro- 
hably  terminate  fatally.  There  is  evidence  nevertheless  of  benefit 
having  been  effected  by  naphtha,  even  in  her  case.  All  her  symp¬ 
toms  have  been  invariably  alleviated  by  the  remedy,  till  the  occur¬ 
rence  of  some  laryngeal  complication,  whilst  at  the  same  time  the 
physical  signs  have  on  the  whole  steadily  improved.”  The  appen¬ 
dix  contains  an  account  of  her  death,  and  the  post  mortem  examina¬ 
tion,  and  yet  the  reviewer  states  that  “her  ‘case’  (as  if  in  mockery 
of  herself)  must  serve  to  swell  pages  sufficiently  well  calculated  to 
entrap  the  unwary,  and  bamboozle  the  ignorant — from  the  grave,  she 
was  summoned  to  bear  mute  witness  to  the  powers  of  naphtha,  and 
to  aid  in  enticing  sufferers  like  herself  to  confide  in  the  honesty  and 
skill  of  its  vendors.” 

The  relapse  under  which  the  patient  laboured  (and  which  we 
stated  would  probably  terminate  fatally,)  was  occasioned  by  the 
disease  suddenly  assuming  an  acute  character — a  rapid  and  abund¬ 
ant  deposition  of  tubercle  took  place  in  both  lungs,  which  under¬ 
went  very  speedy  softening,  at  the  same  time  that  laryngeal  disease 
was  established.  During  this  attack  the  author  was  unable  (from 
the  exhausted  state  of  the  patient)  to  examine  the  whole  of  the 
chest;  contenting  himself  with  the  superior  parts,  and  these  less 
carefully  than  he  desired.  The  physical  signs  thus  discovered  were 
less  than  he  anticipated ;  but  notwithstanding  preconceived  views, 
he  gave  them  exactly  as  he  found  them.  Had  he  been  inclined  to 
copy  from  systematic  writers  (as  the  critic  states,)  would  not  this 
have  been  a  most  favourable  opportunity  ?  The  woman  died,  not 
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as  the  reviewer  states,  ‘‘from  the  ordinary  progress  of  the  disease,” 
but  from  the  causes  we  have  mentioned,  and  the  post-mortem  fur¬ 
nished  abundant  proofs  of  this  being  the  case.  The  reviewer  takes 
care  to  omit  all  mention  of  laryngeal  disease,  and  to  explain  what 
portion  of  the  apex  was  left  as  a  "‘cap  or  hollow  cone  of  tuberculous 
matter”  when  the  lung  was  removed.  It  was  “  that  portion  which 
passes  up  beneath  the  clavicle,”  the  author’s  Essay  states.  Of  course 
this  is  not  omitted  with  the  intention  of  misleading  the  reader, 
and  making  him  believe  that  it  was  more  extensive!  Notwith¬ 
standing  the  reviewer’s  appeal  to  the  words  “  miracle”  “  painful 
dilemma”  “  sucking  babe”  and  “  flying  colours,”  we  are  sure  that 
good  auscultators  could  have  heard  no  more,  (probably  from  the 
lungs  admitting  little  or  no  air  into  their  superior  parts,  except  an¬ 
teriorly  where  they  were  most  healthy,  especially  on  the  right  side,) 
although  doubtless,  our  reviewer  would  have  heard  all  that  he  wished 
or  perhaps — the  rustling  of  the  bed-curtains  with  which  his  well 
informed  brain  would  have  been  amply  satisfied. 

Why  does  the  critic  omit  all  mention  of  the  ten  cases  of  ad¬ 
vanced  consumption?  simply  because  he  knows  it  would  have 
greatly  weakened  his  argument  to  have  shewn  that  the  author  found 
naphtha  of  no  permanent  use  in  these  cases,  (as  a  general  rule) ; 
and  therefore  does  not  wish  to  overrate  its  value. 

We  dimiss  the  exceedingly  coarse  and  ungentlemanly  comments 
which  follow  on  the  author’s  statement,  that  “in  certain  quarters 
the  employment  of  naphtha  has  been  regarded  merely  as  a  piece  of 
quackery  and  imposition,”  with  the  contempt  it  merits.  The  critic 
states  that  the  author  insinuates  that  regular”  practitioners  re¬ 
gard  “  consumption  as  a  disease  necessarily  running  a  steady  and 
unchanging  course  to  death.”  A  more  palpable  untruth  could  not 
have  been  written,  inasmuch  as  the  author  commences  his  Essay 
with  proof  to  the  contrary  (which,  as  we  have  already  remarked, 
our  critic  takes  good  care  to  omit,)  at  p.  3  of  the  Essay  we  quote 
from  Dr.  Graves,  that  “several  remarkable  cases  of  phthisis  have 
occun’ed  in  my  own  practice,  and  in  the  practice  of  Dr.  Stokes,  in 
which  the  patients  recovered,  either  temporarily  or  permanently ,  in 
a  manner  quite  unforseen  and  unexpected.”  It  may  be  looked 
upon  as  established,  that  phthisis  like  most  other  diseases  does  not 
always  necessarily  progress  to  a  fatal  termination.” 

“  We  know  that  people  may  with  ease, 

Twist  words  and  meanings  as  they  please.” 

“  Four  pages,”  says  the  review,  “  are  stitched  into  the  v/ork,  filled 
vyith  every  little  scrap  of  commendation  or  simply  courteous  men¬ 
tion,  gathered  from  every  possible  source,  whether  distinguished  or 
obscure  (! !)  that  has  been  bestowed  upon  any  one  of  Dr.  Hocken’s 
literary  productions.  Flis  success  in  this  direction  proves  that  he 
would  in  all  likelihood  be  an  excellent  person  to  find  a  needle  in  a 
bundle  of  straw.”  As  we  have  never  had  reason  to  complain  of  wil¬ 
ful  falsehood  in  any  reviewer  but  that  of  the  British  and  Foreign 
Medical,  we  will  allow  others  to  judge  of  the  value  of  their  criticisms. 
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One  would  have  thought  that  this  list  must  have  contained  some 
quotations  from  political  journals,  &c.  We  will  mention  the  names 
of  all  the  works  quoted,  to  allow  the  reader  to  judge: — Dr.  John¬ 
son’s  Journal,  Edinburgh  Medical  and  Surgical  Journal,  Edin¬ 
burgh  Monthly  Journal  of  Medical  Science,  Northern  Journal  of 
Medicine,  Dublin  Medical  Press,  Lancet,  American  Journal  of 
Medical  Science,  British  and  Foreign  Medical  Review,  Medical 
Gazette,  Provincial  Medical  Journal,  Braithwaites  Retrospect, 
Duffin  on  Strab,  Walker’s  Oculist’s  Vade  raecum,  Lucas  on  Strabis¬ 
mus.  So  much  for  the  man  of  straw  who  has  professed  to  review  our 
work!  notwithstanding  our  “excellence”  in  “finding  needles  in 
bundles  of  straw'’  we  have  searched  our  critic  in  vain ;  we  have 
found  nothing  but  arrogant  presumption,  excessive  ignorance,  false¬ 
hood  “  to  a  degree  which  it  is  painful  to  contemplate,”  and  a  mali¬ 
cious  intent  to  slander  his  neighbour.* 

We  feel  ourselves  happy  in  the  conviction  that  we  possess  the 
esteem  and  friendship  of  some  of  the  most  distinguished  men  in  all 
parts  of  the  world,  and  that  we  have  succeeded  in  the  object  with 
which  our  Essay  was  published,  viz :  to  induce  honest  and  able 
practitioners  to  give  the  remedy  a  fair  trial.  We  have  always  been 
most  anxious  that  the  best  ausciiltators  should  examine  the  cases 
under  our  care,  and  sift  the  truth  of  our  diagnosis  :  accordingly 
some  of  them  have  been  examined  by  Drs.  G.  Burrows,  G.  Bird  and 
P.  M.  Latham.  With  this  view  we  offered  to  send  Dr.  Forbes  a 
patient,  some  short  time  since,  who  had  been  benefitted  by  naphtha. 
Fancy,  reader,  the  latitude  of  his  conscience  to  address  the  author 
as  “Dear  Sir”  “1  am  much  obliged  for  your  offer,”  &c.  “It  is 
unnecessary  for  my  own  own  satisfaction,  as  I  have  previously  ex¬ 
hibited,  and  am  exhibiting  the  (“the”  or  the  “other’’?)  naphtha, 
with  a  view  to  ascertain  its  therapeutic  effect.”  Was  Dr.  Forbes 
afraid  of  having  his  sense  of  hearing  and  diagnosis  tested  by  a  com¬ 
parison  with  others  ? 

It  is  a  homely  but  true  proverb,  that  “the  proof  of  the  pudding 
i  is  in  the  eating,”  and  I  hereby  publicly  challenge  my  reviewer  to  a 
I  comparative  trial  of  our  skill  in  physical  diagnosis — to  be  decided 
i  by  a  committee  of  able  men,  not  selected  from  the  clique  of  Drs. 

I  Forbes  and  Co. 

*  Of  a  piece  with  the  insolent  insinuations  which  abound  in  the  (so 
called)  review,  is  the  indirect  assertion  that  the  author  recommended  a  dis¬ 
pensary  patient  to  place  herself  under  the  private  care  of  Dr.  Hastings, 
(Case  13).  The  facts  of  the  case  being,  that  the  author  met  with  a  severe 
accident  in  the  summer,  and,  in  consequence,  was  compelled  to  relinquish 
practice.  During  this  period  the  patient,  (a  daughter  of  Paget,  the  Cutler, 
195,  Piccadilly),  who  from  her  station  in  life  ought  not  to  have  become  a 
dispensary  patient,  placed  herself  under  Dr.  Hastings’  care,  quite  unknown 
to  the  author. 
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